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REMARKS 

I. Introduction 

In response to the Office Action ckted July 18, 2007, claims 1. 5, 6, 7, 9, 17, 21, 22, 23, and 
23 have been amended. Claims 1-32 tetnain in the application. Re-examination and re- 
consideration of the application, as amended, is requested* 



II. Cl^im Ainendments 

Applicant’s attorney has made amendments to die claims as indicated above. These 
amendments were made solely for the purpose of clarifying the language of the claims, and were not 
required for patentabiUTy or to disdnguish the claims over the prior art. 



in. Prior Art Rejections 

On page (2) of the C>ffice Action, claims l-3> 5-10, 13-19, 21-26, and 29-32 were rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. §102(e)'as being anticipated by Gauthier et aL, U.S. Publication No. 20040012594 
(Gauthier). On page (5) of ihe Office Action, daims 4 and 20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C, §103(a) 
as being unpatentable over (jauthier and in view of Haga ec aL, U.S. Publication No. 20010040575 
(Haga). On page (6) of the Office Action, claims 11, 12, 27, and 28 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§l03(a) as being unpatentable over Gauthier. 

Specifically, the independent claims were rejected as follows: 

Claim 1. Gauthier teaches a method foe mampulaimg an image iransformadon over time, 
compnsiiig (i.e. noted in [0002], geneiaung of animation data for animadi^ a chaniccci); Gauthier 
leaches selecting a source image fiom a first frame of a video dip (i.e. noted in [0074] and shown in 
fig. 7 fr a m e 1 is selected); Gauthier tenches determining a first animation axis that defines a first two- 
dimensional transformanon of the source image in the video clip over time (i.e. noted from frames 1- 
5, also in [OOSO], number of frames per vmir of time); Gauthier teaches selecting a destination image 
noted in figs. 7-3 as the destination image **walk'\ an ‘^ump’* are selected), that the source 

image will transform into, from a second frame of the video dip p.e. noted in figs. 7-8 the *Svalk" 
mode starts from the second frame); Gauthier reaches determining a second animation axis that 
defines a second two'dimensional transformation p-O- noted in fig. 7 the first animation in the second 
frame is the walking mode, and the second animatiDn in the diird frame is shown a different 
animation, e.g, jumping that is considered as the transfomuidon in a vertical axis) of the desdnadon 
image in the video clip over dme noted in fig, 8); Gauthier teaches manipulating a transformation 

of the source image (Le. noted in [0125], steps 1503 and 1504 provide a transformadon angle and axis) 
to the desdnadtm image by tnanipuhting the second axis noted in [0124]). 

Claim.i 1 3-lG are rejected with dmilar reason as set forth in claim 1 , above. 

Claim 17 is rejected with similar reason as set forth in claim 1, above. 
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Claims 29-31 arc rejected with similar reason as set forth in claim 1, above 

Claim 11. Gauthier teaches (see the rejection of daim 1 for dted claimed features, except 
the underlined tenninologics) a method for manipulating an image transformation over time, 
comprising: (a) selecting a source image from a fiist fame of a video clip; (b) selecting a destination 
image, that the source image will transform into, fam a second fame of the video clip; 

Gauduer does not expliddy spedfy the undexiined tciminologics of the following daim 
features: (c) accepting input from a user for adjusting a coarseness of a lattice stnicnire - wherein: @ 
the coafsenesf< of the l atrine atmeture controls an accuracy for performing a transformation from 
the source image to the destination image; and Qi) the coarseness of the lattice stmeture 
determines how sample points on the source image and the deshnadon image are manipulated with 
respect to each other during the transformation; and (d) performing the transformation of the source 
image to the dc sanation image in accordance with the coar3eness-OiJfaeJiattice_slxucture . 

Examner^j inl^rpniaiions: the coarseness of the lattiee stmaure interpreted as correcting the position of 
nodes, which coikiiivefy define a structural model ISJc/a^ according to the examincr*s inUrprelalion Gauthier infg. 6 
shows a biomechanical model that structured with number of lattices 605, 607, and in fig. 10 step1006 as a prior 

art adjust the position of the lattice structure, and in fig, 15 in step 1506 drioes tfte coarseness of the lattice structure. 

Obviously, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the an at the time of the 
invention to substitotc applicant's **coarseness of die lattice attuctute", with "correcting the position 
of nodes” ihat described in the prior an reference, in order to generate animation data for animating a 
character, wherein the blending of a tirsr motion clip into a second motion clip is inexpensively 
performed in real-time in reply to animator input, whilst maintaining a high degree of positional 
accuracy to avoid generating artifacts in the character's motions. 

Examiner's note: Technical terminolo^ evohes due to the fieed for es^eris in a field to communicate with 
precision and hrvpi]^, but often has the (usualfy) undesired ^tes of exdu^^ those who are unfamiliar with the 
particular spcdali^d language of the group. This can cause d^culties to communicate. Examiner believes there is no 
need modiffag the prior arts to meet the claimed invention, just using different technical terminology. 

Gaim 27 is rejected with similat reason as set forth in claim 11, above. 



Independent Oaims 1 and 17 

Applicant ttavetses the above lejections fox one ox moxe of the following xeasons: 

(1) Neidiex Gauthicc not Haga teach, disclose ox suggest a souice spline ox a destination 
spline that each consist of sxaooth cuxves that xun throu^ a series of given points; 

(2) Neithex Gaucbiei nor Haga teach, disclose ox suggest an image metamoiphosis; and 

(3) Neithex Gauchicr nor Haga teach, disclose ox suggest an axis that defines a 2D 
metamoxphosis of all the points within a spline to which the axis is associated. 

Independent claims 117 are genexaUy directed to manipulating an image metaxnoxphosis 
ovex rime. More specifically, portions of a souice image and destination image axe each selected. To 
select the source and destination image, a spline is created that consists of a smooth curve that runs 
through a secies of given points. Animation axis are then determined that define a metamoxphosis 
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of all of the points within the spline over tim e. The invention then enables the user to manipulate 
the metamorphosis. To manipulate/change the metamorphosis ^.e., defined by the anitnatioii axis), 
rather chan modifying the splines themselves, the user merely manipulates one of the axis. 

In rejecting these claims, the Office Action relies exclusively on Gautheir under a lack of 
noveliy standard. Applicants first note that Oauthier completely fails to teach, disclose, or surest a 
spline consisting of a smooth curve through a series of give points. In rejecting the selection of the 
source image, the Action relies on Gauthier’s firame 1 in fig. 7. Applicants note that sequence 41 1 
from which frame 1 is selecied is merely a generic motion clip of a biomechanical model that 
represents a particular moticin (see [0056]). For the defining of the animation axis, the Action relies 
on fiames 1-5 of item 411. However, as noted above, such frames are not selected by the user and 
merely consist of a series of motions ±at occur during a motion clip (see [0056]). Further, the 
claims separately identify bodi the animation axis and the source image. The action is equating both 
the animation axis and the source image with the same firames. Such an assertion is without merit 
and in direct contradiction to the present and prior claims. In addition, as amended, Gauthier’s 
ficamcs completely fail to deiine a spline that consists of a smooth curve through a series of points. 

For the destination iooage, the Action relies again on the different motions and the selection 
of one of the ‘‘morions''. Such an assertion is without merit. In this regard, none of the motions 
consist of a spline consisting of a smooth curve through a series of points. Instead, as stated above, 
such morions arc merely generic motion clips of a biomechanical model. 

Further, with respect to the second animation axis, the Action merely relies on the second 
firame of FIG. 7 and states diat the walk mode starts from the second feamc. Not only is such an 
assertion contrary to that stated in the claims, bur it is a misinterpretation of Gauthier. All of the 
frames 1-5 in Gautheir consists of the walking motion. An enritcly different generic sequence would 
be selected for a different motion. Gauthier’s v<ralh motion starts in frame 1 and concludes in fitame 
5 and does not start in frame 2, Further, contrary to that asserted in the Action, the second 
animation in third frame is not a different animation such as a jump. Instead, as cleatly stated in 
Gauthier, each of the frames is associated with a single morion (see paragraph [0075]-[0076]). 

With respect to claimed step of tnanip glaring the metamorphosis by man^ulating the axis, 
the Action merely reMes on a transformation angle and axis. However, such a teaching does not 
allude to a user being able to manipulate a ttansfonnation or metamoi^hosis whatsoever (as 
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claimed). Further, there is oo capability in Gmthiex for the user to manipulate the generic motion 
dips merely my modifying a single axis as claimed. 

Again, the present invention enables the ability to easily modify an entire metamorphosis 
merely by a user manipulatirig an axis that defines an animation over time. Such a capability is 
wholly and completely lacking in Gautheir or the other cited art. Instead, Gauthier is directed at 
using a generic set of motions and applying such morions to an image - a completely different 
concept and implementation. 

The dependent claims provide further differences. For example, claim 2 is directed towards 
a schematic hierarchical repi eseatation of the axis having connectors to nodes. No such hierarchical 
representation with nodes and connectors is even remotely alluded to in Gauthier. Instead, the 
Action rehes on an abstract reference that states a hierarchy exists. The mere existence of a 
hierarchy between parent and children nodes does not and cannot teach or suggest an actual display 
of a schematic hierarchical representation wherein connects connect a source image to an axis as 
claimed. 

Further, the ability to superimpose a graphical representation of an axis over a destination 
image is not even remotely hinted at in Gauthier. 

Lastly, claim 10 provides for the user realigning a second axis with a source image (thereby 
mampulating the metamoipliosis). Such a realignment cannot be taught by manually adjusting a 
particular pivot point of an image. In thlQ regard, such a pivot point is not the claimed axis and 
cannot and does not teach die claimed invention. 

In view of the above, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejection. 

Independent Cl^ tm^ 1 1 and 27 

Applicant traverses the above rejections for one or more of the following reasons: 

(1) Neither Gauthier nor Haga teach, disclose Or suggest a lattice structure that controls 
an accuracy for performing a transformation firom a source image to a destination image; and 

(2) Neither Gauthier nor Haga teach, disclose or suggest a lattice structure that 
detennines how sample points on a source image and destination image are manipulated vrith 
respect to each other during the transfortnation. 
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Independent claims 1 1 and 27 are generally directed to manipulating an image 
transformation over time. More specifically, a lattice structure have a pardcular coarseness is 
defined The user adjusts this coarseness. Further, the coarseness of the lattice structure provides 
for two properties: (1) it controls an accuracy for performing a transformation for a source to a 
destinadon; and (2) it determines how sample points on a source and desdnadon are manipulated 
with respect to each other. 

In rejecting these independent claims, the Acdon acknowledges that Gauthier fails to teach 
the coarseness of the latdce structure. Instead, the Rva miner interpreted the coarseness of a latdce 
structure as correcting the position of nodes that collecdvely define a structural model Applicants 
respectfully disagree with and traverse such an asserriom Firsdy, the term “latdce” is well defined in 
the specification and is understood in the art as being similar to a grid or mesh (sec paragraph [0051] 
on page 15). The Office Acdon is merely ignoring the term “latdce” and equating it with a 
completely different meaning as that of a series of nodes that define a structure model. The acdon 
continues and refers to Gauihier FIG. 6 with various nodes 605, 607 referring to them as a number 
of lattices. Again, such an equivalency is not even remotely plausible - two nodes 605 and 607 that 
represent a hip and an ankle in a biomechanical model are not even remotely stmilar to a lattice, 
mesh, or grid as claimed. 

In addition, the claims provide that the coarseness of the lattice structure controls the 
accuracy for performing a transformation. With respect to the coarseness, the Action equates 
coarseness with the ability to adjust the position of these 2 nodes. The specification refers to 
coarseness as the ^Tevel of refinement of the gnd” (see parag;taph [0051]). Further, the term 
“coarseness” has a common dictionary meaning of “composed of relatively large pares or particles, 
lacking in fineness or delicacjr of texture, structure, etc., harsh; grating. . To refer to the position 
of two (2) nodes as a coarseness as claimed is wholly without merit Without even mentioning a 
lattice, gnd, or mesh, or a coarseness of such a structure, Gauthier cannot possibly describe or 
suggest the ability to adjust the coarseness of such a lattice nor that such a coarseness controls the 
accuracy for performing a tKinsformarion. 

Further, the claims e:tprcssly provide that the coarseness determines how sample points are 
man i p ulated with respect to each other during a transformation. The position of Gauthier’s two (2) 
nodes cannot and does not teach, disclose, suggest, or allude to, explicidy or implicitly, that such 
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position deretminr^ how sample poincs are manipulated with respect to each, other. In fact, there is 
no tnenuon of such sample points in Gauthier nor how such sample points are man^ulated widi 
respect to each other. 

In view of the above, Applicants submit that claims 11 and 27 axe patentable over the cited 
art. 



Independent Claims 13 and 29 

Applicant traverses the above rejections for one or more of the following reasons: 

(1) Neither Gauthier nor Haga teach, disclose or suggest mapping a sample point from a 
source image to a destmation image; and 

(2) Neither Gauthier nor Haga teach, disclose or suggest manipulating a transformation 
merely be manipulating a imipptag between the source and destination. 

Independent claims 13 and 29 are generally directed to manipulating an image 
transformadon over time, hfore spccifrcaUy, these independent r.lflinn^q are directed towards using a 
mapping between sample pconts to manipulate a transformadon. In this regard, a mapping of a first 
point from a source image to a second point on a desdnaUpn image is made. Thereafter, to 
mampulate a transformation, the mapping is merely manipulated. In rejecting these claims , the 
Office Action merely refers to the rejection of claims 1. However, claim 1 does not refer to a 
mapping or the manipulation of such a mapping. Again, these claims are explicidy directed towards 
the mapping between sample points in a source and destination image. By changing this mapping, 
the user can change how the image transforms. 

Instead of teaching such a mapping manipulation, Gauthier merely provides for matching a 
predefined se<5^uence of animatioiiB to a character in an image (^e., to a source image). However, 
there is no capability in Guatheir to choose a specific sample point in a source image nor is there any 
selection of a destination image. Instead, the predefined sequence of animations are genetic 
movements that the user intends to apply to the character. Thus, Gauthier does not permit the user 
to select a des rinaho n image with which to perform a transformation. Further, there is no capability 
to select a particular sample point in such a destination image. Further, yet, Guachier completely 
fails to remotely aUude to the ability to manipulate the transformation between these two points 
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mi!tely by manipukidng the mappiiig. Instead, Gauthier does not provide the ability to change any 
mapping between sample points in two images whatsoever. 

Further, the Office j\.ction ignores the mapping limitations and the differences between 
independent claim 1 and 13. Under MPEP §2142 and 2143.03 ‘To estabhsh/^niwi^J&a^ obviousness 
of a claimed invention, all the claim limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior art Jn re 
Rqyka^ 490 F-2d 981, 180 USPQ 580 (CCPA 1974), “All words in a r\^iir\ must be considered in 
judging the patentability of that claim against the prior art” In re Wilson, 424 F-2d 1382, 1385, 165 
USPQ 494, 496 (CCPA I97l))/* The Action fails to address aU of the limitations. Accordingly, the 
Action has faile d to establisli a pdma facie case of unpatentabilicy. 

In view of the above. Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejections of claims 
13 and 29 (and the dependent claims tliat depend there&om). 

rV. Conctufdon 

In addition to the above, Applicants submit that the various elements of Applicant's claimed 
invention together provide operational advantages over Gauthier and Haga. In addition. Applicant’s 
invention solves problems not recognized by Gauthier and Haga. 

Thus, Applicant submits that independent claims 1, 11, 13, 17, 27, and 29 are allowable over 
Gauthier and Haga. Further, dependent claims 2-10, 12, 14-16, 18-26, 28, and 30-32 are submitted 
to be allowable over Gauthier and Haga in the same manner, because they are dependent on 
independent claims 1, 11, 13, 17, 27, and 29, respectively, and thus contain all the limitations of the 
independent claims. In addition, dependent claims 2-10, 12, 14-16, 18-26, 28, and 30-32 tccite 
additional novel elements not shown by Gauthier and Haga. 
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In view of the above, it is submitted that this application is now in good order for allowance 
and such allowance is respecifuUy soKcdted. Should the Hxaminer believe minor matters suU lensain that 
can be resolved in a telephone interview, the Exa mine r is urg^d to call Applicant's undersigned 
attorney. 

Respectfully submitted. 



Date: October 18. 2007 
JSF/bjs 

G&C30S6&3S1-US-01 



GATES & COOPER IXP 
Attorneys for Applicant(s) 

Howard Hughes Center 

6701 Center Drive West, Suite 1050 

Los Angeles, Cahfomia 90045 
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